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I. Real Party in Interest 



The real party in interest in this matter is Ford Global Technologies, LLC, which 
is a wholly owned subsidiary of Ford Motor Company both in Dearborn, Michigan (hereinafter 
"Ford"). 

II. Related Appeals and Interferences 

There are no other known appeals or interferences which will directly affect or be 
directly affected by or have bearing on the Board's decision in the pending appeal. 

III. Status of the Claims 

Claims 1-33 and 37-41 stand rejected in the Final Office Action. A copy of the 
claims on appeal is attached as an Appendix. 

IV. Status of Amendments Filed After Final 

There have been no amendments filed subsequent to the advisory action. 

V. Summary of the Invention 

A high level system view of the system is illustrated in Figure 1 . The details of 
Figure 1 are described on pages 6-9. A flow chart illustrating the flow of data is illustrated in 
Figure 2 which is described on pages 9-12. 

Claim 1 is directed to a method of forming an online invention disclosure 
comprising forming an invention disclosure online by entering a plurality of selected information 
including a first inventor identification information from a user computer 14. As the plurality of 
selected information is entered into the user computer, the selected information is stored into a 
central storage location. Approval is prompted and after approval, the disclosure is locked to 
prevent further editing of the disclosure. The approval is described on page 14, lines 1-24. The 
locking of the disclosure is described on page 14, line 25 through page 15, line 4. 

Claim 2 further refines claim 1 and recites the further step of generating an 
approval log. The approval log is set forth as step 126 in Figure 3. 

Claim 3 refines claim 2 and recites that generating an approval log comprises 
recording the date of an approval. 
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Claim 4 further refines claim 3 and recites that the approval log is associated with 

the disclosure. 

Claim 5 recites that forming an invention disclosure online is performed by a non- 
inventor author. This may be the case when another person enters the information for an 
inventor who does not have access to a computer. 

Claim 6 further refines claim 1 and comprises identifying a second inventor, 
notifying the second inventor and prompting the second inventor to approve the invention 
disclosure. 

Claim 6 is further refined by claim 7 and recites revising the second disclosure by 
the second inventor to form a revised disclosure and prompting the first inventor to approve the 
revised disclosure. 

Claim 8 further refines claim 6 and recites that when prompting the second 
inventor comprises an e-mail to the second inventor. The steps of Figures 6-8 are set forth in 
steps 122 and 124 of Figure 3. 

Claim 9 further refines claim 1 and recites that prompting comprises prompting 
the approval of an associated document. 

Claim 10 recites wherein the associated document may be a group consisting of 
an assignment document and a power of attorney. The associated document approval of 
claims 9 and 10 are set forth in lines 20-24 of page 14 of the specification. 

Claim 1 1 recites the step of allowing access to various users for obtaining the 

information. 

Claim 12 sets forth an invention disclosure system that includes a user computer 
14, a web server 12 having an identification subsystem. One example of the identification 
subsystem is the web single log-in box 30 of Figure 1. Claim 12 also recites that the server 
provides user screens to the users so users provide disclosure information to the server, receive 
disclosure information from said user, storing information in the database and prompting the 
user to provide a password associated with the disclosure. The server also allows access to the 
disclosure after storing information in the database upon entering the password associated with 
the disclosure. It should be noted in claim 12 that the password is associated with the 
disclosure rather than a particular user. This allows each of the inventors to use the same 
password to access the particular disclosure. As set forth on page 8 of the specification, lines 
6-8, a password may be established for each disclosure during the initial entry into the system. 
As mentioned above, the password may allow each user to access the invention disclosure 
individually. 
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Claim 13 further recites a directory system coupled to the server whereby upon 
providing identification information to the server the server retrieves the user information from 
the directory system in response to the identification information. This is set forth in Figure 3 as 
step 104. Also, this is shown in boxes 50, 52 of Figure 2. 

Claim 14 recites that the server creates a user log. 

Claim 15 further recites that the server associates the approval log with the 
disclosure. This is set forth on page 14 as mentioned above. 

Claim 16 recites an invention disclosure system that includes a server and a 
database 18 coupled to the server 12. The server 12 provides user screens to the users to 
prompt the users to provide disclosure information to the server. The server receives the 
disclosure information from the users including a first inventor identification and a second 
inventor identification. The server stores the information in the database, prompts the first 
inventor and the second inventor to provide an approval, the server then locks the disclosure to 
prevent further editing after the approval by the first inventor and the second inventor. The 
disclosure locking process is set forth on page 14 of the disclosure. 

Claim 17 further refines claim 16 and recites an approval log associated with the 
disclosure. The approval log is described on lines 18-20 of page 14. 

Claim 18 further recites that the server associates the approval log with the 
disclosure. This is described above with respect to claim 9. 

Claim 19 recites that a directory system is coupled to the server whereby 
providing information to the server, the server retrieves user information from the directory 
system in response to the identification information. The directory server is set forth as block 16 
of Figure 1 . 

Claim 20 is similar to claim 16 in method form. Claim 20 recites forming an 
invention disclosure online by entering a plurality of selected information including a first 
inventor identification information and a second inventor identification from a user computer. As 
the selected plurality of information is entered into the user computer, storing the information in 
a central location. Claim 20 also recites prompting the approval of the first inventor, notifying 
the second inventor, and prompting the second inventor to approve the disclosure. This is 
generally set forth in steps 122, 124 of Figure 3. Claim 20 also recites the step of locking the 
disclosure to create a locked disclosure to prevent further editing of the disclosure when the 
second inventor approves the disclosure. The locking of the disclosure is described on page 14 
of the present application. 
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Claim 21 recites the step of creating an approval log. The approval log as 
mentioned above, is set forth on page 14 of the specification. 

Claim 22 further refines claim 21 wherein the step of generating an approval log 
comprises the step of recording the date of an approval. 

Claim 23 recites associating the approval log with the disclosure. This is set forth 
on page 14, lines 25 through page 15, line 4. 

Claim 24 is a further limitation of claim 6 and recites locking the disclosure when 
the second user approves the disclosure. 

Claim 25 further limits claim 7 and recites locking the disclosure when the first 
user approves the revised invention disclosure. 

Claim 26 refines claim 8 and sets forth wherein providing an e-mail to the second 
inventor comprises providing an e-mail to the second inventor having a hyperlink to the 
disclosure. The hyperlink to the disclosure is set forth on page 12, line 8 of the present 
specification. 

Claim 27 recites entering a plurality of information including one or more inventor 
identifications from one or more inventors to form an invention disclosure from a user computer 
14, storing the information in a central storage location 20, prompting approval of one or more 
inventors, and locking the disclosure to create a locked disclosure to prevent editing of the 
disclosure after each of the one or more inventors approves the disclosure. This claim is similar 
to claim 20 in terms of approval and locking the disclosure. 

Claim 28 further recites generating an approval log. This is set forth on page 14 
as described above. 

Claim 29 recites that the approval log comprises a recording date of an approval 
from each of one or more of the inventors. 

Claim 30 recites associating the approval log with the disclosure. The elements 
of claims 28-30 are similar to claims 21 -23 above. 

Claim 31 recites that the prompting comprises providing an e-mail to one or more 
inventors. This is similar to claims described above. 

Claim 32 recites that the e-mail comprises a hyperlink to the disclosure therein. 
This also is similar to claims described above. 

Claim 33 is an independent claim and recites forming an invention disclosure 
online by entering a plurality of selected information including a first user identification 
information from a first computer 14. Claim 33 further recites storing the selected information in 
a central storage location, prompting approval of the first user, generating an approval log 
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comprising a date of approval by all inventors and associating the approval log with the 
document. 

Claim 37 further refines claim 33 and recites that the step of forming comprises 
identifying a second user and further comprising the steps of notifying the second user and 
prompting the second user to approve the document. 

Claim 38 recites revising the document by the second user to form a revised 
document and prompting the first user to approve the revised document. 

Claim 39 recites that prompting the second user comprises an e-mail to the 

second user. 

Claim 40 recites the step of locking the document when the second user 
approves the document. 

Claim 41 further refines claim 33 and recites that the document is selected from a 
group consisting of an assignment, an agreement and a power of attorney. Claims 37-41 are 
similar to claims described above. Therefore, their basis is set forth above. 

VI. Grounds of Rejection to be Reviewed on Appeal 

The following issues are presented in this appeal: 

Whether claim 33 and the intervening claim fail to comply with the written 
description requirement. 

Whether claims 12-15 and 20-26 are anticipated under 35 U.S.C. §1 02(e) by 
Morris (WO 01/08031 ). 

Whether claims 1-11, 16-22, 27-33, and 37-41 are obvious under 35 U.S.C. 
§1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Morris in view of Graziano (5,1 91 ,61 3). 

VII. Argument 

The Rejection of Claim 33 Under 35 U.S.C. §112, First Paragraph 

In the Advisory Action the Examiner failed to enter the language desired into 
claim 33 in the step of "generating an approval log comprising a date of approval by all 
inventors." This was changed from "generating an approval log comprising a date of approval 
by the first user." In his rejection, the Examiner states that the disclosure does not support a 
date of an approval log by all inventors. Appellant respectfully submits that a date of approval 
by all inventors is set forth in the specification. First, the date stamp is described on page 17, 
line 6. That is, the date stamp is one of the items that may be shared between the docket 
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system and the online invention disclosure system. Original claims 3 and 22 each recite that 
the approval log comprises the step of recording the date of an approval. As set forth on page 
14, line 15, "Preferably, an approval log becomes associated with the invention disclosure once 
all the inventors approve the invention disclosure in step 126." Although the phrase "generating 
an approval log comprises a date of approval by the first user" is not neatly expressed in one 
place within the specification, Appellant respectfully submits that a date of approval by the first 
user is set forth in the specification. Appellant therefore respectfully requests the Board to 
reverse the Examiner's position with respect to claim 33 and intervening claims. 

The Rejection of Claims 12-15 and 20-26 

Claim 12 

Claim 12 is directed to an invention disclosure system that includes a user 
computer, a web server having an identification subsystem, and a database coupled to the 
server. The server provides screens to users so the users provide disclosure information to the 
server. The server receives disclosure information from said users, stores the information in the 
database, prompts the users to provide a password associated with the disclosure, and allows 
access to the disclosure after storing information in the database upon entering the password 
associated with the user. Appellant respectfully submits that the Morris reference does not 
teach or suggest a password associated with the disclosure. The Examiner points to page 13, 
lines 1 -1 7, for the proposition of an identification subsystem. The Examiner also points to pages 
14 and 22 for this proposition. Page 22 describes that a scientist or engineer logs into the 
system by entering a user name and password. However, no teaching or suggestion is 
provided for a password that is associated with the disclosure. The password described in the 
Morris reference is associated with the inventor. 

In the Final Office Action the Examiner points to page 13, lines 11-17, for 
disclosing a password associated with the disclosure. Appellant has reviewed this section and 
is not in agreement with the proposition that, "Morris discloses authenticating a scientist as 
author of the document that could be password protected and also suggests using any 
technology known in the art." Although Appellant agrees that an electronic signature is used to 
authenticate himself as a witness or inventor, no teaching or suggestion is provided for a 
password that is associated with the disclosure in this section. Appellant therefore respectfully 
requests the Board to reverse the Examiner's position with respect to claim 12. 
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Claim 13 

Claim 1 3 recites that a directory system is coupled to the server whereby upon 
providing identification information to the server the server retrieves the user information from 
the directory system in response to the identification information. The Examiner points to page 

11, lines 12 et seq. for this teaching. Appellant has reviewed this section and can find no 
teaching or suggestion for retrieving the user information from the directory system in response 
to identification information. Access control is described in the Morris document but, the Morris 
reference does not teach or suggest retrieving user information based upon identification 
information. Appellant therefore respectfully requests the Board to reverse the Examiner's 
position with respect to claim 13. 

Claim 14 

Claim 14 recites that the server creates a user log. The Examiner points to page 

12, line 1 et seq. for a user log. Appellant can find no teaching of a user log on page 12 of the 
Morris reference. Appellant therefore respectfully requests the Board to reverse the Examiner's 
position with respect to claim 14. 

Claim 15 

Claim 15 recites a further limitation of claim 14 wherein the server associates the 
approval log with the disclosure. Appellant can find no teaching or suggestion regarding 
associating an approval log with a disclosure. Appellant therefore respectfully requests the 
Board to reverse the Examiner's position with respect to claim 1 5. 

Claim 20 

With respect to claim 20, the Examiner points to page 14, lines 1-10, page 11, 
page 12 et. seq., and page 12 for locking the disclosure. Appellant has reviewed these portions 
of the Morris reference and can find no teaching or suggestion for locking the disclosure. Page 
14, lines 1-10, describe a system for signing off "on the application." However, no teaching or 
suggestion is provided in the passage for locking the disclosure after approval of all the 
inventors. Page 11, line 12 et. seq. describes limiting access to the invention record but does 
not teach or suggest locking the disclosure to prevent further editing. In fact, the Morris 
reference teaches on page 13, lines 18 through page 14, line 9, that the patent attorney or 
business manager may use the information to form a patent application. That is, the attorney 
can edit patent application 66 to add text into the background summary and claims fields. The 
Examiner also refers the Appellant to claims 3 and 4 of the Morris reference. These claims 
merely recite that a person has witnessed the invention disclosure. This does not refer to 
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locking a disclosure. It is common for patent departments to provide spaces on disclosure 
forms for witnessing the invention. Witnessing the invention is performed by persons other than 
the inventors. In response to the above remarks, in the Final Office Action the Examiner states, 
"A digital signature can be appended to the disclosure to lock the disclosure." The Examiner 
provides no support for this in his comments on page 3 of the Final Office Action. The Examiner 
then cites page 22, lines 23-29, for locking the disclosure. Appellant respectfully submits that 
lines 23-29 of page 22 of the Morris reference does not teach or suggest locking the disclosure. 
Rather, a verification window requests that the user verifies the correctness of the information. 
Appellant therefore respectfully requests the Board to reverse the Examiner's position with 
respect to claim 20. 

Claim 21 

Claim 21 recites generating an approval log. This is similar to that set forth with 
respect to claim 14 above. Claim 21 in combination with claim 20 is believed to be allowable for 
the same reasons set forth above with respect to claim 14. 

Claim 22 

Claim 22 recites that the approval log comprises recording the date of an 
approval. The Examiner points to pages 13 and 21 of the Morris reference for recording the 
date of an approval. Appellant can find no teaching or suggestion in either claims 13 or 21 for a 
date of an approval. Appellant therefore respectfully requests the Board to reverse the 
Examiner's position with respect to claim 22. 

Claim 23 

Claim 23 recites associating the approval log with the disclosure. The Examiner 
points to page 21 for associating an approval log with the disclosure. Appellant can find no 
teaching or suggestion on page 21 of the Morris reference for an approval log. Claim 21 
specifically refers to filing a disclosure but presents no teaching of an approval log. Appellant 
therefore respectfully requests the Board to reverse the Examiner's position with respect to 
claim 23. 

Claim 24 

Claim 24 is dependent upon claim 6 and recites locking the disclosure when the 
second user approves the disclosure. As mentioned above, Appellant can find no teaching or 
suggestion for locking a disclosure. The portions pointed to by the Examiner merely teach an 
electronic signature. 
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Claim 25 

Claim 25 further limits claim 7 and recites that locking the disclosure is performed 
when the first user approves the revised invention disclosure. As mentioned above with respect 
to claim 24, no teaching or suggestion is provided for locking a disclosure in the Morris 
reference. Appellant therefore respectfully requests the Board to reverse the Examiner's 
position with respect to claim 25. 

Claim 26 

Claim 26 is dependent upon claim 8 and sets forth that an e-mail to the second 
inventor comprises an e-mail having a hyperlink to the disclosure. The Examiner points to page 
16, lines 6-10, and page 8, lines 8 el seq. for a hyperlink to a disclosure. Appellant agrees that 
notifying by e-mail an inventor that the application was filed is set forth on page 1 6. Page 8 of 
the disclosure teaches linking various portions of the documents. However, no teaching or 
suggestion is provided for providing an e-mail with a hyperlink therein. Appellant therefore 
respectfully requests the Board to reverse the Examiner's position with respect to claim 26. 

The Rejection of Claims 1-11, 16-22, 27-33, and 37-41 

Claim 1 

Claim 1 recites forming an invention disclosure on-line by entering a plurality of 
selected information including a first inventor identification information from a user computer, as 
the plurality of selected information is entered into the computer, storing the selected 
information in a central storage location, prompting approval of all inventors and after approval 
of all inventors locking the disclosure to prevent further editing of the disclosure. As mentioned 
above, Appellant has reviewed the Morris reference and can find no teaching or suggestion for 
locking the disclosure. The Examiner agrees by stating, "Morris does not explicitly [state] 
locking the disclosure after approval to prevent further editing." The Graziano reference is cited 
for locking the disclosure. Appellant was directed to Col. 12, lines 21-28. However, to place 
that paragraph in context, Appellant respectfully requests the Board to consider lines 8-20 of 
Col. 12 in conjunction with lines 21-28. These sections refer to editing of a file "contract." The 
file contract is referred to as the document of interest in Col. 1 1 , line 6. In line 1 1 of Col. 12. A 
reference is made to editing capability by way of phone sets and terminals. The parties may 
agree to store and not authenticate a file. This initiates a locking by file lock software 202 which 
disconnects the parties from the communications and proceeds to store and lock the file 
contract in memory. This prevents any user from editing the document alone. When 
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authentication is desired in the next paragraph, one of the parties may elect to authenticate it. 
When one of the parties elects to authenticate the file, file lock software is used to place the file 
contract in a read only mode for authentication purposes. The file may then be distributed as 
described. It appears that the locking is a different type of locking than that set forth in claim 1 . 
As recited in claim 1 , "As the plurality of selected information is entered in the computer, storing 
the selected information in a central location, prompting approval of all inventors, and after 
approval by all inventors locking the disclosure to prevent further editing of the disclosure. 
Thus, it is an approval that is prompted that allows the locking of the disclosure. In the case of 
Col. 12, lines 8-35 of Graziano reference, when authentication is not performed, the document 
is locked. That is, the document may only be edited by all of the inventors. In the present 
application, although not recited, one user may autonomously amend the disclosure information. 
It is not until every user is prompted for approval and approves the document that the actual 
locking takes place. Therefore, the Graziano reference actually teaches away from the steps 
recited in claim 1. Therefore, even a combination of the Graziano reference and the Morris 
reference do not provide each of the steps of the present application. No teaching or 
suggestion is provided for a modification of the references in such a manner. Appellant 
therefore respectfully requests the Board to reverse the Examiner's position with respect to 
claim 1 . 

Claim 2 

Claim 2 recites an approval log. As mentioned above, neither the Morris 
reference nor the Graziano reference teaches or suggests an approval log. Appellant therefore 
respectfully requests the Board to reverse the Examiner's position with respect to claim 2. 

Claim 3 

Claim 3 recites the step of generating an approval log comprises recording the 
date of an approval. Appellant has discussed the date of an approval with respect to claims 33 
and 22 above. Appellant therefore respectfully requests the Board to reconsider this rejection 
as well. 

Claim 4 

Claim 4 recites associating the approval log with the disclosure. Appellant 
discussed this specific claim with respect to claim 24 above. Appellant therefore respectfully 
requests the Board to reconsider this claim in combination with claim 1 . 
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Claim 5 

Claim 5 recites that the forming is performed by a non-inventor author. The 
Examiner points to page 13 of the Morris reference for teaching a non-inventor author. 
Appellant can find no teaching or suggestion that the information in the invention disclosure is 
provided by a non-inventor author. Appellant therefore respectfully requests the Board to 
reconsider the rejection of claim 5. 

Claim 6 

Claim 6 recites identifying a second inventor, notifying the second inventor, and 
prompting the second inventor to approve the invention disclosure. Appellant can find no 
teaching or suggestion on page 13 for notifying a second inventor and prompting the second 
inventor to approve the invention disclosure. Appellant therefore respectfully requests the 
Board to reverse the Examiner's position with respect to claim 6. 

Claim 7 

Claim 7 recites that the second inventor forms a revised disclosure and prompts 
the inventor to approve the revised disclosure. The Examiner points to page 13 and claims 3, 4, 
82, and 83 of the Morris reference for this teaching. Appellant has reviewed page 13 and can 
find no teaching or suggestion for a second inventor to form a revised disclosure and prompting 
the first inventor to approve the revised disclosure. Appellant therefore respectfully requests the 
Board to reverse the Examiner's position with respect to claim 7. 

Claim 8 

Claim 8 further recites prompting the second inventor comprises providing an e- 
mail to the second inventor. Although e-mails as to the status of the disclosure are set forth in 
the Morris reference, no teaching or suggestion is provided in the Morris reference for an e-mail 
to notify the second inventor and prompt the second inventor to approve the invention 
disclosure. Appellant therefore respectfully requests the Board to reverse the Examiner's 
position with respect to claim 8. 

Claim 9 

Claim 9 recites prompting the approval of an associated document. The 
Examiner points to page 13, lines 18 through page 14 are cited for this proposition. Appellant 
has reviewed pages 13-14 and can find no teaching or suggestion for prompting the approval of 
an associated document. Appellant therefore respectfully requests the Board to reverse the 
Examiner's position with respect to claim 9. 
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Claim 10 

Claim 10 specifically recites that the associated document comprises an 
assignment and a power of attorney. Appellant can also find no teaching or suggestion of an 
associated document such as an assignment and a power of attorney. Appellant therefore 
respectfully requests the Board to reverse the Examiner's position with respect to claim 10. 

Claim 11 

Claim 1 1 recites allowing access to various users for obtaining the information. 
Appellant agrees that allowing access to various users such as managers is set forth in the 
Morris reference. Appellant therefore respectfully requests the Board to reverse the Examiner's 
position with respect to claim 11. 

Claim 16 

Claim 16 is an independent claim that includes a user computer, a server, a 
database coupled to the server wherein the server provides user screens to the users to prompt 
the users to provide disclosure information to the server, receive disclosure information from the 
users including a first inventor identification and a second inventor identification, storing 
information in the database, prompting the first inventor and the second inventor to provide an 
approval and locking the disclosure to prevent editing after approval by the first inventor and the 
second inventor. As mentioned above with respect to claim 1 , Appellant respectfully submits 
that locking the disclosure to prevent further editing after approval is not taught or suggested in 
either the Morris or Graziano references. Claim 16 specifically recites the first and the second 
inventor provide the approval. Claim 1 is general to an approval. Appellant respectfully submits 
for the same reasons set forth above with respect to claim 1 that claim 16 is believed to be 
allowable. 

Claim 17 

Claim 17 is similar to claim 4 above in that an approval log is associated with the 
disclosure. Appellant believes that claim 17 is allowable for the same reasons set forth above 
with respect to claim 4. 

Claim 18 

Claim 18 recites that the server associates the approval log with the disclosure. 
Claim 18 is dependent upon claim 17. Appellant respectfully believes that claim 18 is allowable 
for the same reasons set forth above with respect to claims 1 7 and 4. 
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Claim 19 

Claim 19 recites the retrieval of user information from the directory system in 
response to identification information. This claim is similar to claim 13 and is believed to be 
allowable for the same reasons set forth above. 

Claim 27 

Claim 27 recites entering a plurality of information including one or more inventor 
identifications from one or more inventors to form an invention disclosure from a user computer, 
storing the information in a central storage location, prompting approval of the one or more 
inventors, and locking the disclosure to create a locked disclosure to prevent further editing of 
the disclosure after each of the one or more inventors approves the disclosure. Claim 27 is 
similar to claims 1 and 20 in that an approval is required and locking the disclosure is set forth. 
Appellant respectfully submits that claim 27 is allowable for the same reasons set forth above 
with respect to claims 1 and 20 in that no teaching or suggestion is provided in either the Morris 
or the Graziano references for obtaining an approval and locking the disclosure to prevent 
further editing after approval of the disclosure. Appellant therefore respectfully requests the 
Board to reverse the Examiner's position with respect to claim 27. 

The Rejection of Claims 28, 29 and 30 

Claims 28, 29 and 30 

Claims 28, 29 and 30 correspond to claims 2, 3 and 4 described above. 

Appellant therefore respectfully requests the Board to reverse the Examiner's position with 
respect to claims 28, 29 and 30 for the same reasons set forth above with respect to claims 2, 3 
and 4. 

The Rejection of Claims 31 and 32 

Claims 31 and 32 

Claims 31 and 32 correspond to claims 8 and 26. Appellant therefore believes 
claims 31 and 32 are allowable for the same reasons set forth above with respect to claims 8 
and 26. 

The Rejection of Claim 33 

Claim 33 

Claim 33 includes the step of forming a document online by entering a plurality of 
selected information including a first user identification information from a user computer, storing 
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the selected information in a central storage location, prompting approval of the first user, 
generating an approval log comprising a date of approval by the first user and associating the 
approval log with a document. As mentioned above with respect to claim 2, no teaching or 
suggestion is provided for an approval log or associating an approval log with the document. 
Appellant therefore respectfully requests the Board to reverse the Examiner's position with 
respect to claim 33. 



Appellant respectfully submits that each of these elements is not set forth in either of the two 
references. Appellant therefore respectfully requests the Board to reverse the Examiner's 
position with respect to claims 37-41 . 

VII. Appendix 

A copy of each of the claims involved in this appeal, namely claims 2-17 is 
attached hereto as Appendix A. 

X. Conclusion 

For the foregoing reasons, Appellant respectfully requests that the Board direct 
the Examiner in charge of this examination to withdraw the rejections. 

Please charge any fees required in the filing of this appeal to deposit account 06- 
1510 or, if there are insufficient funds, to use deposit account 06-1505. 



The Rejection of Claims 37-41 



Claims 37-41 



Claims 37, 38, 39, 40 and 41 correspond to claims 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10 above. 



Respectfully submitted 




Kevin G. Mierzwa 
Registration No. 38,0* 
Attorney for Appellant 




Artz & Artz, P.C. 

28333 Telegraph Road, Suite 250 
Southfield, Michigan 48034 
(248) 223-9500 
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APPENDIX 



1 . A method of forming an online invention disclosure comprising: 
forming an invention disclosure online by entering a plurality of selected 

information including a first inventor identification information from a user computer; 

as the plurality of selected information is entered into the user computer, storing 
the selected information in a central storage location; 

prompting approval of said first inventor; and 

after approval locking the disclosure to prevent further editing of the disclosure. 

2. A method as recited in claim 1 further comprising the step of generating 
an approval log. 

3. A method as recited in claim 2 wherein the step of generating an approval 
log comprises recording the date of an approval. 

4. A method as recited in claim 3 further comprising associating the 
approval log with the disclosure. 

5. A method as recited in claim 1 wherein forming is performed by a non- 
inventor author. 

6. A method as recited in claim 1 wherein the step of forming comprises 
identifying a second inventor; and, 

further comprising the steps of notifying the second inventor; and, prompting the 
second inventor to approve the invention disclosure. 

7. A method as recited in claim 6 further comprising revising the disclosure 
by the second inventor to form a revised disclosure, and prompting the first inventor to approve 
the revised disclosure. 

8. A method as recited in claim 6 wherein prompting the second inventor 
comprises providing an E-mail to the second inventor. 
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9. A method as recited in claim 1 wherein prompting comprises the step of 
prompting the approval of an associated document. 

10. A method as recited in claim 9 wherein said associated document is 
selected from a group consisting of an assignment document and a power of attorney. 

11. A method as recited in claim 1 further comprising allowing access to 
various users for obtaining the information. 

12. An invention disclosure system comprising: a user computer; 

a web server having an identification subsystem; and a database coupled to the 

server; 

said server providing user screens to said users so users provide disclosure 
information to said server, receiving disclosure information from said users, storing information 
in said database, prompting the user to provide a password associated with said disclosure; and 
allowing access to said disclosure after storing information in said database upon entering the 
password associated with the disclosure. 

13. A system as recited in claim 12 further comprising a directory system 
coupled to said server whereby upon providing identification information to server said server 
retrieves user information from the directory system in response to the identification information. 

14. A system as recited in claim 12 wherein said server creates a user log. 

15. A system as recited in claim 14 wherein said server associates said 
approval log with said disclosure. 

16. An invention disclosure system comprising: a user computer; 
a server; 

a database coupled to the server; 

said server providing user screens to said users to prompt said users to provide 
disclosure information to said server, receiving disclosure information from said users including 
a first inventor identification and a second inventor identification, storing information in said 
database, prompting the first inventor and the second inventor to provide an approval, locking 
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the disclosure to prevent further editing after the approval by the first inventor and the second 
inventor. 

17. A system as recited in claim 16 wherein said server generated an 
approval log associated with said disclosure. 

18. A system as recited in claim 17 wherein said server associates said 
approval log with said disclosure. 

19. A system as recited in claim 16 further comprising a directory system 
coupled to said server whereby upon providing identification information to server, said server 
retrieves user information from the directory system in response to the identification information. 

20. A method of forming an online invention disclosure comprising: 
forming an invention disclosure online by entering a plurality of selected 

information including a first inventor identification information and a second inventor 
identification from a user computer; 

as the plurality of selected information is entered into the user computer, storing 
the information in a central storage location; 

prompting approval of said first inventor; notifying the second inventor; and, 
prompting the second inventor to approve the disclosure; and 

locking the disclosure to create a locked disclosure to prevent further editing of 
the disclosure when the second inventor approves the disclosure. 

21 . A method as recited in claim 20 further comprising the step of generating 
an approval log. 

22. A method as recited in claim 21 wherein the step of generating an 
approval log comprises the step of recording the date of an approval. 

23. A method as recited in claim 22 further comprising associating the 
approval log with the disclosure. 
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24. A method as recited in claim 6 further comprising locking the disclosure 
when the second user approves the disclosure. 

25. A method as recited in claim 7 further comprising locking the disclosure 
when the first user approves the revised invention disclosure. 

26. A method as recited in claim 8 wherein providing an E-mail to the second 
inventor comprises providing an E-mail to the second inventor having a hyperlink to the 
disclosure therein. 

27. A method of forming an online invention disclosure 
comprising: 

entering a plurality of information including one or more inventor identifications 
from one or more inventors to form an invention disclosure from a user computer; 

storing the information in a central storage location; prompting approval of the 
one or more inventors; 

locking the disclosure to create a locked disclosure to prevent further editing of 
the disclosure after each of the one or more inventors approve the disclosure. 

28. A method as recited in claim 27 further comprising generating an 

approval log. 

29. A method as recited in claim 28 wherein generating an approval log 
comprises recording the date of an approval from each of the one or more inventors. 

30. A method as recited in claim 27 further comprising associating the 
approval log with the disclosure. 

31 . A method as recited in claim 27 wherein prompting comprises prompting 
the one or more inventor comprises providing an E-mail to the one or more inventors. 

32. A method as recited in claim 31 wherein providing an E-mail to the one 
or more inventors comprises providing an E-mail to the one or more inventors having a 
hyperlink to the disclosure therein. 
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33. A method of forming an online document comprising: 

forming a document online by entering a plurality of selected information 
including a first user identification information from a user computer; 

storing the selected information in a central storage location; prompting 
approval of said first user; 

generating an approval log comprising a date of approval by the first user; and 

associating the approval log with the document. 

37. A method as recited in claim 33 wherein the step of forming comprises 
identifying a second user; and, 

further comprising the steps of notifying the second user; and, prompting the 
second user to approve the document. 

38. A method as recited in claim 37 further comprising revising the 
document by the second user to form a revised document, and prompting the first user to 
approve the revised document. 

39. A method as recited in claim 37 wherein prompting the second user 
comprises providing an E-mail to the second user. 

40. A method as recited in claim 37 further comprising locking the document 
when the second user approves the document. 

41 . A method as recited in claim 33 wherein said document is selected from a 
group consisting of an assignment document, an agreement and a power of attorney. 
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